Critiques of self-report approaches, representing detours on the road to a truly rigorous scientific discipline, are ubiquitous (e.g., Fiske, 1978; Nisbett & Wilson, 1977 (Millham & Jacobsen, 1978) . These contaminants include subject acquiesence, social desirability, memory distortion, selective perception, and others which are assumed to distort and sometimes to invalidate self-report measures. Although this paper recognizes that subject response-style effects are not trivial concerns for proponents of self-report measures, it adopts the position that any demonstration of contamination of self-reports must be weighed against the known contaminants of behavioral measures.
That is, the determination of the superiority of a behavioral index relative to a self-report measure should be an empirical consideration-and not determined simply by fiat Therefore, 3~~,, would be the score of the ith subject obtained from the fh method in the k''' situation with obtrusiveness 1, and the m 11 rater.
A mathematical description of these sources of contamination of behavioral measures would be: where U, is the universe score of the ill subject (cf. Cronbach et al., 1972) , Mj is the effect of thejth method, Sk is the effect of the k'&dquo; situation, 0, is the effect of the 7&dquo;* obtrusiveness, R-is the effect of the m&dquo; rater, and en reflects natural variability, i.e., variability due to the n'&dquo; occasion of measurement.
All of the aforementioned sources of contamination are not present in every behavioral measure; (Friedman, 1971) ; the Conflict Resolution Inventory (McFall & Lillesand, 1971) ; the Rathus Assertiveness Scale (Rathus, 1973 Darlington, 1975 Initially, it was hoped that assertiveness would also be investigated in Study 2, but there seemed The self-report data were also expressed in ratios. The first self-report scale, the average number of executed behaviors that the target student reported he/she performed during a class period, was divided by the total average reported in the sample of that student's class. The resulting distribution was also skewed to the lower end of the scale so that the arcsine transformation was also applied to it. These measures were constructed for studying behavior, conversations with other students, and conversations with the professor.
The second self-report scale, the number of other classmates that were reported to engage in more behaviors than the target student, was also expressed in a ratio. Each target student's estimate was divided by the total number of students in the target student's class. The results of the second self-report measure (the number of students who perform the behavior more frequently than the subject) serve as a warning. Overall, the correlations with behavioral criteria for the second self-report measure were not as high as those of the self-reported frequency of behavior ratings. Quite possibly, the manner in which a self-report estimate is worded is critical to its accuracy. This finding recalls the work of McReynolds and Stegman Bem and Allen's (1974) findings on the cross-situational variability of behavior.
STUDY 3
The logistical problems associated with observing students in two different classes in order to obtain an estimate of cross-situational variability were prohibitive. Consequently, Study 3 considered teachers' ability to self-report the number of teacher-student interactions in two different undergraduate courses. A second reason for investigating the accuracy of teacher selfreported in-class behavior is that Hook and Rosenshine (1979) recently reviewed studies wherein teacher's self-reports were compared with in-class observations of their behavior. Typically, very 
Raters
The university's introductory psychology course offers students the opportunity to fulfill a course requirement by participating as assistants in departmental research. For credit in their introductory psychology class, 20 introductory psychology students served as raters in this study.
Instruments
Self-report questionnaire. During the final week of the semester, each instructor was contacted and asked to complete a questionnaire that requested several self-report estimates of his/her classroom behavior. The instrument consisted of eight separate self-report indices of behavior. Some of these ratings concerned the subjects' own behavioral variability. They were (1) a subject's ratings of his/her variability in the number of verbal interactions across all courses he/she teaches and (2) the subjects' ratings of Downloaded from the Digital Conservancy at the University of Minnesota, http://purl.umn.edu/93227. May be reproduced with no cost by students and faculty for academic use. Non-academic reproduction requires payment of royalties through the Copyright Clearance Center, http://www.copyright. (Darlington, 1975) was performed to compare the accuracy of the single behavioral measure versus the self-report in predicting the class-specific behavioral crite- Finally, psychology has developed a mistrust of people as faithful reporters. Although some areas, such as cognitive psychology, accept selfreport data with great ease (cf. Ericsson & Simon, 1978; Newell & Simon, 1972) , other areas seem to be bent upon moving still further away from a reasoned consideration of self-reported evidence (e.g. Hook & Rosenshine, 1979; Nisbett & Wilson, 1977) . Further, to the extent that all self-reported data are declared suspect, this precludes consideration of some interesting theoretical possibilities, such as Harr6 and Secord's (1972) ethogenic approach to social behavior. The present set of studies demonstrates that some of the evidence traditionally cited to demonstrate the lack of accuracy of self-reports must be reconsidered.
